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QRPINION
This appeal is nmade.pursuant to Section 18593 of the
Revenue and Taxation Code fromthe action of the Franchise
Tax Board on the protest of Edwin B, ‘and l\/ar%/ E. Bishop to
. @ proposed -assessment Of additional personal income .tax in
the amount 'of §$56.40 for the. year 1953, - “
- " Appel [ ant Edwi n B. Bishop was at all times during the
. year 1953 a- resident of California.. -Appellant Mary E. Bishop
was ,a residentof California during the year 1953 from and
after -her marriage to Edwin B, Bi shop on "February. 25, 1953,
During the year 1953 'Appel lants derived a part of their in-
~come from sources in Oregon. They reported this income on
a’ jointireturn to the State Tax Commission of the State of
“ Oregon. They also reported this incone, as well as other
iricome, to the Franchise Tax Board since as residents of
California-they were'liable, under Section 17052 (now
Section 17041({a)) of the Revenue and ' Taxation Code, for
taxes on their entire income, including that derived from
sources outside the-State.

_ ‘Appellants claima credit in the amount of $144.07 for

i ncome taxes paid to Oregon. The Franchise Tax Board re-

comput edt he al'l owabl e credit to be $100.03 and issued the
proposed-assessment here in question. Because of other |
adj ustment's, Appel lants aéree to the assessment of- additional

tax in the anount of $§12,66.

As in the Appeals of E. B Bishop and Helen Bishop,.
deci ded this day, e Issue for our.defermnation.Ts.the
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proper method of. computing the credit allowable under:
Section 17976 (now-Sectio ~18001) ‘of the Code for income
taxes paid to anotheér state. For the reasons set forth in
our-‘opinion’ determining-those appeals, we have concluded
that the method used by the taxpayers is correct.

- Pursuant to the views expressed in the Opinion of the
BoardaOnjfilgjin‘this»prOCeeding,;and good cause appearing

- therefor, .

_ IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, pursuant to

'_Seotibn'l8595jof‘théARevenue.and-Taxationﬁcodg,Tthat the
‘action:of the Franchise Tax Board on the protést of Edwin B.

and Mary E. Bishop t0"a ‘proposed assessment ‘of additional.

'rpersopalfincomeftaX‘in the amount . of §56.40 for the year 1953

- ~berand the same is hereby modified as follows: That the tax

- credit-allowed to Appellants under Secétion 17976 (now Section
+18001) of the Revenue and Taxation Code for the year 1953 be
. increased to the sum of $144.07 and that the amount -of* ‘the
~deficiency assessment be adjusted accordingly; as so.modified

said action is hereby sustained. - .. " - |
 5<${Qbﬁéfaifsacraméhtd;?baiifofnia;ithis57th,day:of_Méy;'{”
1958, by thegstate;BQardgpfvKualizationg-'__j S

fGeoféé R. Reilii;f“‘3 ;1Chairman

:'Paﬁi;RgiLéaké”i ”f"f”“;,Member

. J; H; Qﬁinﬁ_ - .,?'-;‘Member

'  ;ﬁobéfﬁ;E§ MéDé&idl  5;;Mémb§r}

, Member

"AT?EST;j{*QﬁDixWéiliL. Pierée , Secretary

‘”_*13-‘



